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Charles B Welch, Jr. Nashwille Office

cwelch@farrismathews com

March 1, 2005

Deborah Taylor Tate, Director
Tennessee Regulatory Authority
460 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0505

RE:  Changes of Law Genernic Docket Issues Matrix — Docket No. 04-00381

Dear Director Tate:

Please find enclosed for filing the origmal and fourteen (14) copies of our Change of Law
Generic Docket Issues Matnix. The Southeastern Competitive Carriers’ Association (SECCA)
indicates that based on conversations among the CLEC communuty, SECCA believes this matrix 1s
consistent with the CompSouth and joint CLEC’s issues statements, but that those parties arelt sull in
discussion on their final filing as of the time of SECCA’s last draft. However, the CLEQ's will
continue to work together to attempt to reach agreement on a joint filing which 1s consistent with
the filings made today by each group. Please date stamp one copy for my records.

Thank you for your assistance regarding this matter. If you have any questions, or 1f I may be
of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

FARRIS MATHEWS BRANAN
BOB GO HELLEN & DUNLAP, PLC

AV mu%

Charles B. Welch, Jr.
CBW/j




CHANGE OF LAW GENERIC DOCKET
ISSUES MATRIX

Comments of US LEC Inc. (US LEC): US LEC -and BellSouth have negotiated and executed amendments to the existing
Inferconnection Acrecment to implement the final TRO rules and the 252(i) revision to the FCC’s rules. _Conscquently, as the parties
have completed the change of law negotiations to implement the eftective rules of the TRO. US LEC should not be required to make
any additional chanoes to its amendment or _be required to enter into any generic TRO amendment approved by the Commission (US
1.FC adds this as an issue to the maftrix).

Cominent of XO: A0 mamtans s position that the 1RO isues that ave npe” for adjudication, as Histed below, should be deaided
immediately. without necd for further negotiation beow cen the pattes, and priot to consideration of new, TRRO ssues,

SFOCCA COMMENT:  In connection with the issue deseriptions that ash it the interconnection _agreement should be “*decmed”
amended to include the FCC decision, SECCA’s position is that no acreement should be “deemued”™ amended; the provisions of the
1CC orders should be unplemented in accordance with_the Januuage of such ovder and the contract requitements of the C1 FCs®
custing mterconnechion agreements segardung chiuge of law,




FINAL wcrmm Should ox_mczm _Eﬂoozzmozoz >m8m32:m EoSo:m:\ mvuﬂo,\ma cv\ Eo TRA cm E.:n:aoa pursuant to the
change of law provisions of the CLLC< Interconnection Agreements s (most of wlich 1equirg, 4 90-day negotiation period prior
to bringig the matter to the Commuission) to include the list of wire centers 1n which BellSouth claims are not impained, a

desciiption of the UNES that are no longer available, and the FCC’s transition plan for switching, loops and transport as

detailed in the FCC’s Triennial Review Remand Order (“TRRO"), 1ssued February 4, 2005, and, after the approprise
negotiation peniad under the applicable change of law proviens, what s the appropriate st of ponumpared wire centers.

appropriate

> Bist of nonmupamed UNLs by wire center, and the appropiiate ransiion plan to be implemented”,

I SLCCA Comment - Additional issues may artse once the parties initiate begotiations of the proposed amendment

E:ES:F > this e 1y broad, and busically addresses the appropriate iy, menietion of the final impan ement ::(Ja
hos issue s presented as g Upluceholder™ tor issues that develop duning neeouatiens ar as a rosult of the partios
discusstons and communications regardmg anplemaontation 1 bmal Rules FRR0D

> Shi .‘,.::E:?. 1satie d - standstud erder” 1o pres et BellSowth f ,_a s unthaterally pnplenient

Rules TRRO™ (S i,,,;, .--

¢ AuVoy KMO Xypedis Motion for Pacrgensy Relic)

Las

atrons vorrect,_and whe m: coss il be nsed b dentity vorg sent.

wsmibe

el Sauth™ current wire center des

> as 1y fonger bemng subject (o full ,,u.xq U oop ransport unbund

: 184
4 W hatates, twerms and conditions (process) should covern the transition e 3251 U N~ o §

_ﬁ sheations”

TEUNE S and or other serviees?
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51 unbundly
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Whgat process will be used te pdentits ware centers i the future & oo longer qualifs mig for cer

TRO - LINE SHARING Pursuant to the 96 Act, are ILECs required to provide hne sharing to new customers of CLECs
after October 1, 20047

TRO - LINE SHARING -~ TRANSITION Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated under Section 251 and 252 of the 96

Act be amended to include the FCC’s ordered transition (found in the TRO) for existing CLEC line sharing arrangements?

SITC( .,,.:..ﬁﬁ,_v%éwlr ﬁ;?ﬁ«ﬁ:c > ssue it yome ¢ F RCs  BellSouth should sharg the any of s e
ent snner i

sssue with varous O PCein order o reach resolutien moan etfic s docket

TRO - LINE SPLITTING  Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated under Section 251 and 252 of the 96 Act be amended
to remove the existing hine sphitting provisions and provide only that the ILEC will assist in facilitating hine sphtting?
SECCA _BellSeuth has resolyed this vsue soth some CLECs, BellSeuth shoard share the language of sty resolytien of this
pstie with vartous CLECs i order g readhaesolupon s el duent manner o s dockel
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- Deleted- MANDAMUS In the event
the FCC’s TRRO 1s vacated or otherwise
modified by a court of competent
Jurisdiction, should all ICAs negotated or
arbitrated under Section 251 and 252 of
the 96 Act be deemed amended to be
conststent with the court's order as of the *
effective date of the order or does the
change of law provision of the :
Interconnection Agreement apply 10 such
deciston(s), which requires the partes to
enter into a written amendment either :
mutually agreed to by the parues or as
approved by the Comnusston through a
dispute resolution proceeding?
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TRO - SUB-LOOP OOZOMZH?%_OZ Should all ~O>m negotiated or arbitrated ::am« mmo:o: Nm_ m:a 252 o?rm 96
Act be ,amended to eliminate any requirement that the ILEC unbundle the sub loop components 1dentified as sub-loop feeder
and sub-loop concentration? S} € U\ BellSouth has reselved this sssue with seme CLECS, BellSouth should share the

language of s resolution of tis issue wath vanious CFLCs i order to reach 1osolunon m an efficient manner in this docker

TRO - PACKET SWITCHING Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated under Section 251 and 252 of the 96 Act be,
amended to eliminate any requirement that the ILEC unbundle packet switching, including but not imited to routers and
DSLAMSs? ~LCCA Belisouth has recolved thisissue with some CLECS Bellsouth should shate the Tanguage of s
vselution of (s ssue with vanous CLECS moorder W reach reselution i an etticient manner in this dochet

TRO - CALL-RELATED DATABASES Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated under Section 251 and 252 of the 96
Act be .amended to eliminate any requirement that the ILEC provide call-related databases in any situation other than when 1t
provides switching? SFCCA  BellSouth hasgesobved this rsoe with some CFECs BellSouth <henld <hare the language of
iy reselution o this ete with various CLE Coan ordes 1o reach reselution moan efficient monner m s dochet

-1

TRO - GREENFIELD AREAS  Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated under Section 251 and 252 of the 96 Actbe,
amended to provide that the ILEC 1s not required to offer unbundled access to newly-deployed or ‘greenfield’ niasy :E_._VL ]

fiber loops, including fiber loops deployed to the mmimum point of entry (“MPOE”) of a multiple dwelling umt that 1s
predominantly residential regardless of the ownership of the inside winng from the MPOE to each end user?

10

TRO — HYBRID LOOPS Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated under Section 251 and 252 of the 96 Act be amended to
provide that the ILEC 1s only required to offer unbundled access to the TDM portion of the hybnd loop? 3. A Bellsouth
P ue Wb soeme CLEC S, BellSouth should share e lanzuage ol s teselution of this tsue with vasions

CLECGs 5 En: resolution man cficent manonet m this docket
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TRO - END USER PREMISES Under the FCC’s aomz_:o: of a loop found in 47 C F R §51 319(a), 1s a mobile switching
center or cell site an “end user customer’s premises™?_ Si( { South has resolved thes issue yvoth some CLECS:

BeliSouth should share the ;.:r:,m s esolunon of ::f sssue woth vanons ¢ LECs inorder W 1each 1esohion in an
officient manner m e doche
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L What are BellSouth's :Z.: wons (o provide routine networ b modifications” Should BellSouth be allaved fo requue
regecotintion of any endsting TRO amendment resolving this issue with a CLIUC based on the outeoine of these
proceedings? (PHASE ONE ISSUL: RIPE FORADJUDICATTION)

TRO - FIBER TO THE HOME Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated under Section 251 and 252 of the 96 Act be
deemed amended to provide that an ILEC has no obligation to provide unbundled access to overbuild fiber to the home
facilities except where the ILEC 15 retiring an existing copper facility, in which case the ILEC has an obligation to provide a
64kbps transmission path? SECCA - BellSouth has resolved this issue witly some O LG« BeliSouth <hould <hare the

lansudee of iy reselubion of ths ssue swath vorous O EFCan orde o readhesolubon oy an efficient manne m this dodket
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. Deleted* TRO - ROUTINE
NETWORK MODIFICATION
Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated
under Section 251 and 252 of the 96 Act

" be deemed amended to remove any
requirement that ILECs provide network
modifications 10 CLECs, such as line
conditioning, 1n situations where the
ILEC would not make such modifications
for _G own end users

Oo_mnmn TRO - ZOCﬂ_Zm

' NETWORK MODIFICATION
Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated
under Sectton 251 and 252 of the 96 Act
be deemed amended to provide for the
recovery of the cost of a Routine Nerwork
Modification that 1s not already recovered
in the Commussion-approved recurnag or
nonrecutring charges?

1
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TRO - mmrm AUDITS. Should all H0>m :mmo:mﬁa or m&_:wﬁa under mmn:os 251 and 252 of the 96 Act cm.maozama to
allow ILECs to hire an independent auditor to conduct yearly AICPA-compliant audits to venfy whether all EELs purchased
by CLECs comply with the requirements of the TRO?_sPCCA  Wha e the K_:;_,5:;:., teims Domthe TRO for

mcorperation o <uch amendment” Lo the estent that « CLEC Las alre ;, negostited an b B avat amendment post- FRO
should BellSouth by allowed 1 requirg !

d By lowed Lo reguirg rencentiation of sueh amendment based on the outeonie of these proceedings”

16

TRO - ENTERPRISE SWITCHING Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated under Sections 251 and 252 of the 96 Act be
deemed amended to eliminate any obligation for BellSouth to provide enterprise switching, as that term 1s defined 1n the
TRO?_SECC A BellSouh bas resohed this issue wirh semie CEUC BellSouth should share the lanouase ol s reselution
o py an eilicrent manaer mthis dogiet

of thys issue with vanous CLECs mordet to reach reso

17

252(i): Should all ICAs negotiated or arbitrated under Sections 251 and 252 of the 96 Act be amended to incorporate the
FCC’s “entire agreement” rule regarding 252(1)__Should Bellsnuth be allowed to 1equire renegotiation of any eatsting
} RO amendment or existing amendment regardme the FCC s mentye agreement  rgte revordime 2S20)y with a CLEC

P B & L Ay e e e e L L

based on the outeomne of these procectipen?

18

There ts noordt

PAMAN B AU SL LRSS 1.3 i

st 1 oabove

1al bayis for this 1soue, the assue of Beliseuth ~ ol 1o trarsport dre subsumied o

19

Speaial Aceess to UNE convearsions: Should BeliSouth be requied imoediately to anplement the TRO G requirement
to comvert Special Avcess crrewts (o UNF loop priding ! Should BellSeuth be atlowed to requite renesotiation of am
eusting TRO amceadment resobving ths Issoe with a CLEC based on the outecome of these proceedinps? (PHASE OQNF
ISSUERD RIPE FOR ADJUDICATION)

Commineling: Shonld BeliSouth be sequired anmediatedy 1o houor its oblicauon to allow comouneling as set {arth
the FCC rules? Should BellSouth be allowed to yequue renesoliantion of any exsting TRO amendment resolving thiy
1sstie with a CLEC based on the outeome of these proceedines? (PHASE ONL S  RIPE FOR ADJLDICATION)

(324
oo

|

N
[

Need 1o consider addmg issues yeuarding the tollowing

g} );: ‘NI and prices (TH RIC

dceess s not 271 loops and :m:,éc_i
(i ste favw unbuadlmg ebhigations (woain at 11

L 2EEED ARSI LRESE (L34 LAEARL NN A ST

cannat be unbundied at TFLRIC)
de

Land teayenable  wnocnd

il the TRA findy anether mothodelooy and ~et o ates

NIGRAR

neasnnent Hnding nee

en

(o} ISP Remand Porbearance deaision (addressing growth cap and new marhet rules

s

! Deleted. deemed )

Um_mnmn deemed

Um_mnmn TRO - ,—,ﬂ>2n102._.
Should all ICAs negonated or arbitrated
under Sections 251 and 252 of the 96 Act
be deemed amended to define dedicated
transport to only nclude DSO level

facilities between switches and w ire

centers owned by BellSouth?
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: Um_mnmn TRO

R Um_mnmn. Reguirement to engage
further negotiations or adopt generic
provisions of TRO Amendment by US
LEC US LEC and BellSouth have
engaged 1n negotiations pursuant to the
change of taw provision of the
Interconnection Agreement to amend
the Interconnection Agreement to
implement the effective provisions of
the TRO and executed such
amendment on May 21,2004 Mav
BellSouth assert a right to renegotiate
the provisions of the amendment to
conform with its generic TRO

* amendment under the terms of the
- parties’ Interconnection >w.,2=:2=._
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Om_mnma x...n:_qaz_n_: to engage In
further negotiations or adopt generic
provisions for 251(1) FCC rule change
US LEC and BellSouth executed an
amendment to the Interconnection
Agreement to implement to eliminate
US LEC’s ability to “pick and choose™
pursuant to Section 252(1) which
became effective December 9, 2004
May BellSouth assert a right to
renegotiate the 252(1) provision under
the Interconnection Agreement under
the terms of the parties’
Interconnection >w2m=_2:..
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